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B EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - ‘ . /

. The purpose of thls study, Inltlated.and funded by the 6ff|ce of
‘Blllngual Educaﬂon and Minority Affalrs, -1s to describe 'rhe s'ra're-of-'rhe-arr
of malns'rreemlng handlcapped leHed Engllsh Proflclen'r (LEP) s?udenfs in

-
.

. "blllngual educaflon programs In grades K=6.
. In the early 1970's Mercer,  In her now classlc Rlverslde sfudy, found
" that LEP chlldren were belng dIsproporflonofely placed. In Speclal Educatlon
\ clesses because fesflnq procedures were blased and blllngual educaflon
i '.programs were nof avallable (Mercer, 1971). By 1980 Bergln, In & documenf
publ Ished by the Na?lonal Clearlnghouse for Blllngual Educeflon reporteg that :
+he sl#uaflon had reversed !fself and . fhere was 3 1endency to place\LEP y
.chlldren° In . -Bllrnguai Educeflon classrooms ulfhout_ provldlng approprlaje
speclal educaflon seerces for the handlcapped among fhep ' - N
| In an a#fempf to focus more clearly on how LEP handlcapped sfudenfs are
. belng served foddy, thls sfudy closely examlnes malnsfreamlng efforts In a
sample of 21 Local Educaflon Agencles (LEAs*)._ These LEAs were selected f
because fhey had blllngual “éducation programs, fhey served a varle?y of -
'llngulsflc groups and they repnesen#ed dlverse geographlcai reglons of ?he -
counfry._ ln these LEAs, dlrecfors and, *eachers fran bofh ?he Blllngual -

.
-

Educaflon and Speclal Educatlion Deparfmenfs were In?ervlewed and BlllnguaL\

)

,Speclal Educaflon Coordlnafors were lnfervlewed where fhey exlsfed. Avallable 5\\\\-

documenfs and llferafure were lnspecfed, and programs In nlnd of fhese LEAs

Y
~

were vlslfed and observed. _ 1'"‘ SO 'ul e T ' .\;

. % | EAs are a diverse group of admlnbsfraflve unlfs‘Be[om'fhe state level. ihs‘“/*T', "

_ additlon to.local school sysfons. LEAs In our study Included three county
% school sysfems. - SN R

~




‘The'sfudy focused on three main areas: | g

!

o The Ident!flcatlon Assossmeh? and PlaCGmenf-of Malnsfreamed LEP
Handlcapped Students _

) The Instruction of Malnstreamed LEP Handlcapped §fudenfs ln

, A BiiIngual Educaflon Cl assrooms

. : i _

7] Inservice Tralnlng for Staff Involved In Servlclng Mainstreamed LEP
Handlcapped Students X .

Cross-site compar |sons were. made‘be;ween the LEAs In fhe sample. The

L flnal raporf also Includes profiles of 1he whole program for malnsfreamed LEP

.oe

handlcapped sfudenfs In nlne of the LEAs. - | o

This Execuflve Summary presents our ‘major flndings and |lsts ourA

. \

recommenda#lons;;

o The :LEAs In our sample were fbundl to be at- dlfferéntxlsfages sf

&e#elopmenf In Qrovlding ssrvlses"fo malnsfresmed LEP handlcspped

s}udenfs.. | o o o L w
o -LEP handlcapbed chlldren fend to be formally screened for . handlcaps,._
referrad 10 1he Speclal Educaflon Deparfmen#, assessed ‘and - placed vla an .
'Indlv!dua!lzed Educaflon Plan (IEP) ‘when 1here are . blllngual speclaf\
education servlces avallable for them. When blllngual speclal educaflon’\\
servlces are ' not avallable for fhen, LEP handlcapped sfudenfs ‘tend to _!3 _)
femaln ln blllngual aducaflon classrooms, wlfhouf a formal IEP, wlfhoufi. ;>. |
belng formally ldentifled as handl'apped, and fhe BI1lIngual Educaflon |

o .

Deparfmenf remalns responslble for fhelr educatJQnL___wfi

-%




.0
ﬂprograms ,aro rare, - - SIx LEAs provlded some ESL speclal educaﬂon,
R /Ins'rrucﬂon for fhese s'l'uden'rs, bu'r 'rhe rema!nlng LEAs had no speclal'
educaﬂon 'ro off r them. ofher fhan 'rhe Engl Ish speaklng spaclal educaﬂon
program, - - o '- ' L T

‘.'_ Language Sc reening - | . | N
o .A'Il‘ 21 LEAs hrd procedures for Idenﬂfylng the home Ianguage of LEP

!

L

In almos‘r ¢ third of 'rho LEAs we: +ud|od. £\lllngucl speclal educaﬂon
Insfrucflonal servlcos vere avallable for the majority of LEP handlcapped

students, al'rhough b!lingual ,suppor'r personnel (such as speech

theraplists) were not always dyallable. In. another 'rhlrd of the LEAs, -

1 i "' -'
there” were . some blllngu.al speclal educatlon servlces (somoﬂmes

conslsﬂng of a blllngual alds assln‘lng a monol Ingual Engll.h 'reacheu )

~ but a shor'rage exlsfed. Flve LEAs' reserved thelr |Imited numbers of

- billngual ~speclal education teachers and aldes for self-'-corﬂ'alried

—

bl ingual speclal education programs and thus malnsfreamed tew, If any, .

.of 'rhe LEP handlcapped sfuden'rs ln 'rhese programs. »Tuo LEAs had no
_blllngualv speclal educa'rlon services. For non-Hlspanlc LEP handlcapped
students, blﬁngual speclal eduéaflon programs are rare, These students

Q -
_tend to, recelve ESL ra'rher than |naﬂve langudge lnsfrucﬂon.

-
EY

‘"For -noné-Hls'panlc LEP handlcapped students, billngual  special education

~ .

chlldren when fhey enfered - school and for de'rermfnlng thelr Ianguage_

_,domlnance and’ Engllsh proflcloncy\lhe LEAs In ‘our - saa\ple 'rended to

place chlldren In b!l\lngual educaﬂon programs{ at. the oufsef, 1f fhéy

. wes& f&nd fo be Llrml'red Engl tsh Proflclen'r., Those LEAs’ 'rha'r.f had -

‘ ~

blllngual personnel avallabl_e, 'ro,de'rerm.rne ?h[hlldreois native language -

N L3 . t ’ - P




¥ . - . -
A profliclency, as well as fpgllsh& language ‘proficlency, had more
. T o \
Information for determining an approprlate educatlonal program, .
w . .

o Twelve of fhe”?l'tLEAs‘ In our ‘sample routinely screened’lall» chl ldren

enferlng-klndergarlen for'ﬁandlcapé. In fhese LEAs, LEP childron were

" screened In a slmllar manner to Engllsh speaking chlldren, excepf that
Instruments fended to be translated for L& chlldren and thelr screenlng
feéws +ended"fo have one or more blllnguel members. Very fewfof'fhe
lnstruments were approprlafely valldafed er normed on LEP populaflons,

however, and ¥hey fhus could make |ower socloeconoml|c LEP chlldren appear

\
Screenlng staff ranged from whole blllngual feams, to only one blllngual
professlonal, alde or lnferprefer on +he team, '
1 Y
o ln the remalnlng nine LEAs~ LEP chlldren u!fn handlcaps uere sent for

speclal educaflon screenlng only It fhey were referred by feachers,'

) parenfs, or other Inferesfed parfles. This arrangemenf tends fo produce

~I,§\.l‘z

. q N

;\/’)fewer ldenflflcaflons of hanchaps than unlversal screenlng.
o Mosf LEAs reporfed that they dld nor refer chlldren for a speclal
.educaflon assessmenf vlfhouf flrst aflanpflng fo help fhe chlldren by

mod | fy Ing thelr regular blllngual educaflon classroom program. One LEA

requlred ‘teachers to. aflempf fhree pre—referral strategles, Anofher LEA,

khad a unlque dlagnosflc prescrlpflve class - whlch LEP chlldren with

Iearnlng problems were placed dally for six mowfhs for observaflon and an'

handlcapped when fhey are only cuﬁ#urélly and Ilngulsflcally dlfferenft |



+ ~ Ny *

affempf TO ¢ moct fho problem Through lnTenslve Engllsn lnsrrucflen eno
enhancemen# of sel f-concegt.
o) There was often e"relucfanee to réfer mlldly and moderatoly handicapped
LEP chlldren to Speclial Education Deparlmenfs I f blllngual speclal .
- ~/-. educaflo&JServlces were nof avallablé for them. In some LEAs there Is an
jlnformgl pollcy that LEP handlcapped students are not to be referred for
‘spechﬁl educa?lon unti| fhey can function ln Engllsh or unless fhelr
- ,;nandlcap ls so severe or dlsrup'rlve 'rhaf an Engllsh speaklng speclal .. :
qedeeaflon placement Is preferable to.a blllngual gducation placemenf. |

— < . .. . : .
b \ M o . . .

(o] ,Mbsf of ufhe ”gEAs' reporfed.,serleus .shortages ln- blllngual assessmeat f-

X eersonnel. LEAs have tried to cope in varlous wafsblncledlng fhe use of
fralned‘or untrained lnferpre#érs;;fh& use of central teams or contracted -

professlonals, and the use of ‘nonmyerbal tests adminiStered by non-

hLNlngual personnel., dowever, fhere. Qere stlil heavy backlogs of‘
chlldren walflng to be. assessed and LEAs v;ere fcrced to esfabllsh ‘
%rlorlﬂes. o |
‘o | The ?esflng approaches mosf frequenfly used wkfh LEb sfudenfs were fhe
’ common culfure approach (whlch’ places more rellance -on non-verbal

4
measures) and frenslaflons of fesfs. Mosf of fhe assessmenf lnsfrumenfs

used &re nof ye# normed on LEP. populaflons. Oniy a fhlrd of the LEAs .
;. were lncorporaflng newer and less blaseo mulflplurallsflc approaches In * ”

+helr assessmenf'*’ocen res.




"o When . LEP chllidren have beéh' forﬁal]y uvssessed, viheI( .piacqmonf 's
determined by the team fhaf wrljei'fhelr Iindlviduallzed Education Plan : ,
(IEP). More than half of fhe’LEAs used blllIngual teams elther at the .
school level or district .level A}o make plécemenf ;declslonﬁ for LEP
sfudph?s; Other LEAs usuallf had at least one Blllnguél representative

~-on the team.

o ,.Because'fhere Is a shoffage of lelngual Speclal Bducaflon ﬁersonnél,'
%/b ‘, sdmefLEP handléappgg children ars npf-belng fﬁrnqlly identl fled or glaced
by - the speclal educa}lon debarfmenf;'fnsfead'fhéy are remplnlng-fho,°
respons(blllfy of the Blllngual Educétion Department. | ‘
in 13 of, fhe 21 LEAs In our,gample, fhe proporflon of plllngual
education students formally Identlfled as handlqapped Is less- than the
naflqnwfde incldencé.of ldentl fled handlcaps/fi0$s among,all‘sfudenfs - T
) fﬁéf Is reporfdd by the U.S. 0fflce of‘SpeclaI Educafléh. 'Eléhf of these
kﬂLEAs have Idenflfled handlcaps in 51 or fawer of fhelr LEP sfudenfs. It
.'ls unllkely fhat fhe Incldqpce of hand?caps Is Iower In a lelfed Engllsh

Proflc!enf and predomlnanfly |ow socloeconomlc group fhan lf Is In ‘the -

natlon as - whole. ' If//ls more ' 1lkely. that fhere Ws an
underldenflflcaflon of LEP handlcapped sfudenfs. | ‘ T - \
. . ’}/ . . “ ’ ' ) \
i . P ’ . ' //' ’ ‘ ' ‘ ' : ‘ \ |

|
I

\ .
I - I When LEP h7hdlcapped chlldren have been formally Idenflfled and olace;\by
'f fhe speclal educaflon depar1m9n+ P.L. 94-142 requlres that thelr |EPs’ be

reviewed at Ieasf oncena-year and thet the students be refevaluafed eve*y

fhree‘years;._A!I-LEAs répbrfed that they met fhese reqdlred,mqnlforlng




,,,,,,,, : o

.- »

procedures for handlcapped sfuden*s, -and soven LEAs gave evidenco of_'more

frequenf monHor Ing. « .

_,/
o

e N "
-~ [

L 0 - Most qf 1he LEAs allowed handlcapped LEP chlldren to stay. In billIngual

programs longer than non-handlcapped LEP chlldren. Three of the LEAs set
a max [mum Lmit of fl'fe years tor handlcapped chlldren, and four LEAs
speclflcally sald fhey had different exit criterla for handlcapped and
' non-handlcapped sfudenfs. o
, . o
0 LEP chlldren who may be handlca'pped, but who do nof have tormal |EPs

drawh 'by the Speclal Educaﬂon Depar'rmen'r tend to be. monHored by fhe

BllIngual Educat!on Deparfmenf alone, using bl Ingual educaﬂon crHerla.

1

) :.‘ | - . . . ..l v‘.. ) v' ., ll .

‘o Mos+t of the . LEAs sfudled had well establ Ished blllngual 'educaﬂgn' .
programs._ Some of fhe LEAs arﬂculafed thelr own <b|llngual educafLon
: lnvsfrucﬂonat objectlves, whlle ofhers relleddor.'rhe obJecflves found ln '
the textbodks and materials fhey stipulated for each grade. Most of fheq ’
* *LEAs used commerclally produced maferlals, but two LEAs de'slgned fhelrlw
own maferlals. LEAs - fended to ‘use one relafed textbook serles l\n'
'Engllsh, native Ianguage and mafh for grades K-2 and another for grades
3o, ] - :
o "Tﬁere Is a greaf diverslty of fex'rbooks belng used by fhe LEAs for"_
| feachlng oral and wrlHen Engllsh. The mosf frequenﬂy menﬂoned were;
'l_DEA materlals, Crane, Sanﬂllana, Engllsh Around the World, and 8coﬁ

Foresman "Engl-lsh 'Serle's".' | For Spanlsh Ianguage feachlng the Sanﬂllane'
' &

TR Py
s .




o

‘now avallable to the general publlc. - .

tutoring, and oral or unflmed fesfs.'

- serles Qas,fhe masf popular. belng used In 13 out of 21 LEAs; Economy,

S

Crano and Laldlaw were'usod by‘4nbr 5 LEAs each, Somo (LEAs " used a

parallel, curriculum - for Spanlsh and Engl1sh reading/language -arfs
. '

instructlon. Sllver-BurQéff and Scoff-Foresman were the most popular

math - textbooks. -

Blllngual education teachers’ fend to use fhe regular blllngual educaflon‘

[

currlculum with both handlcapped and non-handlcapped LEP chlldren. They_

dld not reporf havlng any maferlals, speclflcally desljned for LEP

pandlcapped children aslde from some teacher made mafeflals that are not

/
4

N [

Mos+ of the blllngual teachers feporfad that the way they dealt wlfﬁ Lee
handlcapped chlldren was through adapfaflon of thelr lnsfrucflohal
approaches. Teachers Indlvidualize- fhe currlculum for a handlcapped

student fhfough such 'methods, .as slmpllfylng Instructions, deslgnlng

_worksheefs wlfh larger print and fewer words to a page, provldlng
repe+lflon and relnforcement ' or presenflng maferlals An & dlfferenf X

'sequence. Qaﬁdndlng on the chlld's handlcap, the foacher may also adapf

procedures to provlide for one fo one and. small group Instructlon, peer

-

beffer (1) when the feacher has had ‘some speclal educaflon training, (2)

] Adapfaflons by the blllngual education classroom feacher tend fo be

when a blllngual speclal educaflon feacher or blllngual resource'

”

speclallsf Is provldlng some consulfaflon maferlals, or (3) whén the’

3

classrocw +eacher ls partlcularly compefenf and sensltlve,

viti

3y po——

v
.
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o Tho Major complélnf ot bllIngual education classroom toachors who work
with LEP handicapped students are 1) the lack of low levol=high Interest
blllnguél materlals, and 2) the dlfflculfy of providing Indlvidurlized
attention In a classroom’ that has so mdny dl fferent language proficlency
levels and abillty levels, '

o When Bllingual Education Directors were asked what thelr goals were for
LEP handlcapped s#uﬁenfs they tended to mentlon fhs same type of goal;\as
for non-handléapped LEP students, Most of fhe$0 gogls were concerned ;
with the iearnlng'bt gngllsh, the'achldyemenf of academlc success, and
the develbpmenf,of gbod self-concepts, None of éhe Bl1Ingual Educatlon

g Dlrecforsvgava ev}dence of'havlng focused speclflcélli on the currléuluf
raeds of handlcapped sfudenfs. alfh;ugh two reportod that they were just

beginning to develop. guldellnes for programmlngbLEP handlcapped students,

. _ & ‘ : : ~ )

o There ére comparatively few sraclal educatlon teachers who have Qlllnghal
backgrounds ‘and few bllidgual e&ucaflon teachers who have speclal

educatlon backgrounds. Both types of teachers need Inservice tralning In

:fder to undersfand how to work wlth. LEP handlcéppbg students, - ‘ . ‘ .

f
’

o In the-ral,. fhe strongest Inservice tralning efforts foc’dslrig on fhe-‘ |
needs of LEP handlcapped sfudqn+5'are made'By fhe.LEAs‘fBaf are most
comm!fféd fo. Impraving or ﬁalnfalnlng services ‘for these cﬁlldren._f
Fedé?al fﬂﬁ&;;;#has hel ped to m;Reflnsqrvlée fralnl:g possigfe In mbs+‘bf

these LEAs.




na

7 ' .~ 4
when speclal education training nhs beon qalven to bilingual education

’doparfmonfs the fo;us has mqs*”froquonfly beon on logal requiraments and

Identltlcatlion and roferrpr’prochuros. Only -half of the LEAs have glven

Inservice on fochnlqub#/for Instructing the LEP hdndlcaépod chlld In the
malnstreanad blllngual educatlion classroow; howdyor,'fhls ln'fhb fdplc
most often wanted for the future. ’ , N

When blllngual educatlon Inservice frslnlng nas’ been of;ardd to fhd
specful ;pducuflon departmenf the focus has mos# frequonfly been on
procedures for placemenf In bllingual education programs, and sfudenfs'
culfure .and soclallzaflon pafferns. The topics ‘jeast often addressed
were Iearnlng to speak the s?udenfs natlve |anguage and |learning abou?
blllngual educaflon technlques. de LEAs, however,, had establ Ished
Spanlsh |anguage Institutes for monollngual EnglIsh feachers. Sdecial
educaflon staff gmst frequenfly expressed an- lnteresf In havlng more
Inservice In language developmenf of the bllingual chlld,

LEAs have found it difflcult to provide Inservice training for bl l.Ingual
.educaflon teachers and speclal educaflon teachers fhat ls approprla#e In
"ferms of ~ onfenf and style, There Is - llffle experlenflal fralnlng
. ‘dlrecfly related fo the Issuos belng encounfered by prqfesslonals. There
':Is lnsufflclenf focus dn fhe needs of dlfferenf fypes of personnel ‘such

0
as admlnlsfrafors, psychologlsfs, jeqchers, and aldes.

'}here Is Insufficlent - cbordlnaflbh between the B11Ingual Educaflon and
Speclal Educa+lon Depariments In plannlng and provldlng lnservlce that
addresses ?he needs of sfaff who uork with LEP handlcapped chlldren.

Ee -~
// +
s
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0. LEAs that have the best programs for'LEP handlcepped students and‘fhelr
. feachers have been charac?erlzed by s*rong Ieaders who have spearheaded
.fhose effor?s.. Frequenfly fhe Ieadersh!p has emerged freT/;he Blllngual

Educaticon Prpgram. Howeverp fengEAs are currently providing training fo
develop leaders. - f '
| o

o Most LEAs have not found effective ways of tralning LEP parents to become

Involved In the educatlion ofithelr handlcapped children,

o The provl lon pf effecﬂve services . for LEP hand!capped chlldren requlres- '

coordination between blllngual educaflon and speclal educaflon programs. 4 e 1
It ’;i more Ilkely fhaf lnfegrafed servlces will be provlded when someona
ls formally or Inf ormally deslghaiedado be a‘boundary crosser In charge o

of coordlnaflng LEP ha ‘;capped educa?lon. Thlrfeen of fhe LEAs that

:parflclpafed 1n our sfudy reporfed hey__had blllngual special educaflen

;coordlnafors.' P .

£

o ,aoordlnaflon of lnsfrucflon at fhe local school Ievel also has to oce/;\\
¢ the Indlvldual Educaflonal Plans deslgnafed for:the chlldren are to be h
;;Meffecflve. Abouf halt of the lnfervlewed blllngual edugaflon and spec!al J ‘ |
[ -.educaflon feachers r;por?ed %Thaf fhey mef with fhelr coun#erparfs |
:frequenfly. ;:; less 1han hal sald 1hey prepared fhelr programs for LEPiZ
‘-handlcapped chlldren Joinfly. Thus lf appears ?haf maqy feachers are not . . L
_,‘-"’cbordlnaflng fhe lnsfrucflon of LEP handlcapped chlldren #o ?he degreei‘I )

that- ls necessary.‘ T e
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— © . _Additional Incentives shouid be provlded fo colleges and unlversitles for
the trainlng of: : o : ‘ ~a,

.

- More blllngual speclal eduéaflon.feachers so that compefen*ly and
appropriafely “stafted programs can be offered for LEP handlcapped
chlldren. | ‘ '

-~ . More bllingual support personnel such»as psychologlsfs,‘speech and

| .
language fheraplsfs, and school - counselbrs so that more "LEP

- handlcappped chlldren can be approprlafely assessed and servlced.
;f - More paraprofesslonels so that they an comperenfly serve as
glnferprefers or blllngual speclal education aldes wuhen naflver =
S Ianguage personnel cannof be hlred or the number of chlldren In fhe_
class do nof merlt a full flme blllnguel speclal educaflon feacher. ‘ _
" In=Service Tralnlng =~ | S L ~ L ST

o Addltlonal funds should be provided for leadershlp training of.BIrlqguaf

Education "D fectors fecused on how. to deveiop and malntaln services for

LEP handicapped chlldren,
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o . Regular blllngual classroom feachers shou%d be *ralned In speclal
educaflon mefhods, parflcularly In how to adapf fhe regular currlculum

‘._for fhe LEP handlcapped childes

v
K

.+ 0 ' rsbeclal ebucaflen .;eachers should be 'frelqed .fe work with ,bfllngual

students,
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.0 Funding should be made avallable- for the - preparaflon of modei lnserulce
tralning packages.' An Introductory package should address bas!c Issues
Includlng Iegal “and admln!sfn;dee guldel!nes,/!/enfiflcaflon procedures,
assessmenf procedures, “and classroan managemenf fechnlques. . More
advanced packages should be almed at - deCeloplng greater - exper#lse ln
fechnlques and currlculum. Packages sneuld be organlzed ina sysfemaflc o
serles of modules and provlde experlenflal opporfunlfles.

o Language Insflfufes should be funded to Jncrease:fhe numbers of speclal

-~

, -
I

educaflon #eachers and staff who undersfand fhe native language of fhelr

_sfudenfs. ‘ : .{T \ 'i s C B { ) . o -

.o ‘FBndsnshou]dfbe made avallable.to encourdge the deVelopmenf of modé[
| ?ﬁﬁﬁrograms'fer;fralnlng'LEP parenfs.*b manage‘1herr:hand(capped-cnlldren_'il

.. "and Take'advan+age'ofAeduéaflonal and communlty resources. . . . : C ™
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0’ Screening and testing approaches should, continue to be reflned to

_ dimtnlish bias. f T L C L o
) . - v

: S , . o ' S .

o~ Culturally sensltlve reading, math, Intelllgence and personal Ity tests e

should be develned In”#ne native Ianguagefof_LEchnlidren.' T e

o - Appropriate norms for‘dcommon]y,;usedj non-verbal tests shbuld .be"

- constructed.
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‘ "\lnservlce and operaflonal proJecfs fhaf lnvolve fh -"Ilaborailon of o

) eXperlenCe wlfﬁ LEP handlcapped chlldren.

' LEP handlcapped sfudenfs.

»

‘Companles fha* have publlshed blllngual maferlals should be encouraged to-

develop. adap?aflons for mlldly and moderafely handlcapped LEP chlldren.
Adapfa?ions should be preparedv,byA profe§slona}sA_yho have classroom

-

Clearinghouses, professlohat 6rganlzaflons. and unlversities shQufdv'

| encourage teachers to come forfh wl?h materlals they have developed for

*

il

AI[ ~cqrrlculum _adapfa+lons should be crl?lcal|y7 revliewed aﬂd tested

before distribution.

; There should be greafer Infegraflon béfweén"blllngualu edycation and-‘
SPeclaI educa?lon servlces and sfaff af fhe tocal,: sfafe, and nafional"?* 

Ievels. To promofe Infegra?lon_sﬁ_sgtzlsgéL_iEﬂgg*shou|d be allofed for

. ‘Blllngual Educaflon and.Speclal Educaflonfbeparfmenfs.

— v g

-

’-Boundary crosslng positlons shch as Blllnguall Specidl EduCaflon

,Coordlnafors are Important to ln?egraflng blllngual edﬁcaflon aﬁd speclal

¢

- "education servlces,~ School sys#eqi shouid be encouraged fo esfabllsh.

“

them.
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